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MOVEMENT TO A CONSTITU-

TIONAL AMENDMENT TO BAL-
ANCE THE BUDGET

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate what the Senator from Mis-
sissippi has just spoken of, the issue of
the State legislator beginning the
movement to petition Congress.

When I was a State senator in Idaho
in the 1970’s, I became involved in that
very movement and actually brought a
resolution before the State senate, and
it passed the Idaho Legislature, to peti-
tion Congress for a balanced budget
amendment because clearly at that
time, at the State legislative level, as
we were looking at what the Congress
of the United States was doing and
what the Federal Government was
doing, we were growing increasingly
fearful that debt would continue to
mount and power of the Government at
the central level in Washington would
continue to grow, and it would, if you
will, deny or weaken the ability of
State legislatures and State govern-
ments to act responsibly.

When I then came to Congress in 1980
and started serving in 1981, that move-
ment was well underway. And as the
Senator from Mississippi has just men-
tioned, we were at that time four
States short of the necessary require-
ments under article V of the Constitu-
tion from petitioning and therefore
forcing the Congress to bring forth a
resolution convening a constitutional
convention.

Citizens across the country, though,
at that time grew increasingly fearful
of a constitutional convention, as to
whether you could limit it to a single
issue like a balanced budget amend-
ment, and that if you opened up a con-
stitutional convention and Congress in
essence handed the power to craft a
constitutional amendment to an auton-
omous body, we might see other issues
come forth that many of us would not
like.

So that movement stalled out at
about a remaining two States and it
began to back off. Congresswoman Bar-
bara Conable of New York at that time
was a leader. I became a leader in-
volved and traveled around to the
States encouraging them to continue
to do so, not because I wanted a con-
stitutional convention but because I
thought it was terribly important we
show that the second portion of article
V of the Constitution remains a viable
power inside the Constitution but that
the alternative—and that is the first
portion of article V—would be that
Congress can propose amendments to
the citizens on the Constitution and
that we were in essence the always-
standing, always-in-power constitu-
tional convention, that at any time
with the necessary supermajority vote,
the Congress itself could bring forth an
amendment to be ratified by the
States.

I say to the Senator from Mississippi,
as he well knows, that is exactly what
we are doing at this time, and that is
why some of us have worked as long as

we have to assure that this process go
forward and why we are so concerned
today we do not put anything in the
path of this amendment that could trip
it up in what is, I believe, a constitu-
tional responsibility on our part to
provide a clean, simply directed
amendment to the people.

We have seen an amendment—and
thank goodness just this week the Sen-
ate has denied it—that would have said
prior to sending forth an amendment
we have to do the following things.
That is not what article V says. It says
you put forth an amendment and it
goes straight to the States because we
can only propose. It is the States that
have the responsibility, or in essence
the citizens themselves, to ratify an
amendment because the Constitution
as the organic law of our land is the
people’s law. We operate under it.

That is why we are here today and
will be for the next week or so debating
a balanced budget amendment to our
Constitution because it is the adjust-
ing, if you will, of the organic law of
our land that governs us, that governs
the central government, that controls
the Congress of the United States, and
it is the ability of the people to speak
up. So what we are doing here is ex-
tending or offering to the people of this
country the opportunity to speak on
the issue of how the Federal Govern-
ment manages its fiscal house and its
budget. And I wish to thank the Sen-
ator from Mississippi for recognizing as
he has that on all of these kinds of is-
sues they really begin at the grass-
roots. It is the people at the very low-
est level of our governments stepping
forward and saying we believe the
central government ought to change; it
is doing things in an improper way, and
the way we will change them is to ad-
just the Constitution of our country to
cause them to act differently.

That was back in the 1970’s, and it
has taken now over two decades to
bring forth this issue to the point
where it has now passed the House of
Representatives and we are within
weeks of voting on it here with a
strong likelihood that it can pass the
Congress of the United States and pass
the Senate and it will go forth to the
people. So those citizens of Mississippi,
through their State legislators, will
have an opportunity to decide how the
central government of our country
ought to be run in the area of its fiscal
responsibilities and matters.

f

CFTC REAUTHORIZATION ACT

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of Calendar item No. 20, S. 178, a
bill to amend the Commodity Ex-
change Act to extend the authorization
for the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission; that the bill be deemed
read a third time, passed, and a motion
to reconsider be laid upon the table,
and that any statements relating to

the bill be placed at the appropriate
place in the RECORD.

Mr. President, let me say this has
been cleared by the minority.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Is there objection? Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, today, we
consider S. 178, the CFTC Reauthoriza-
tion Act of 1995. This legislation was
sponsored by myself and Senator
LEAHY, and requested by the Commod-
ity Futures Trading Commission. The
only provision of this legislation is to
authorize appropriations for the CFTC
through fiscal year 2000. While enact-
ment of S. 178 merely continues the
CFTC’s responsibilities under existing
law, it is important that Congress act
now to leave no doubt about the con-
tinuing role of the CFTC. Further, Con-
gress spent considerable time and ef-
fort addressing futures related issues
before enacting the Futures Trading
Practices Act of 1992. The bill before us
will give the Commission adequate
time to complete implementation of
the 1992 act and allow time for review
by Congress of that implementation
and the CFTC’s overall performance.

A hearing on this legislation was
held on Thursday, January 26, to re-
view the CFTC’s performance to date
in implementing the requirements of
the 1992 act, as well as access its oper-
ations generally. Testimony was taken
from the CFTC, the four largest U.S.
futures exchanges, two futures indus-
try trade groups, and the National Fu-
tures Association, a self-regulatory or-
ganization.

Concerns had been raised by some ex-
changes about the implementation of
the enhanced audit trail requirements
in the 1992 act which go into effect in
October of this year. However, in the
testimony of the CFTC Chairman, and
in her responses to questions, it was
made clear that the CFTC has not held
that an electronic hand-held device is
necessary to meet the enhanced re-
quirements. Further, the CFTC Chair-
man assured the committee that after
the exchanges have attained a high
level of compliance, further incremen-
tal improvements will only be required
as practicable and the cost of the im-
provements will certainly be an issue
in determining what is practicable. In
short, common sense prevailed. All wit-
nesses at the hearing supported the re-
authorization without amendments. In
addition to the futures industry, this
legislation has received the support of
a number of agricultural groups includ-
ing the American Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, the National Grain Trade Council,
the American Cotton Shippers Associa-
tion, and the National Grain and Feed
Association. No futures industry
groups, or agricultural groups have no-
tified the committee of their opposi-
tion to this bill.

The committee held a business meet-
ing on February 1 to consider the bill.
No amendments were offered and S. 178
was ordered reported favorably by the
committee.
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Of course, reauthorization does not

preclude other futures-related legisla-
tion during the next 5 years. In fact, I
expect the committee will want to con-
duct vigorous oversight and consider
futures legislation as needed.

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to give their approval to S. 178.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join Senator LUGAR today in
supporting the passage of S. 178, which
reauthorizes the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission [CFTC]. The last
authorization for appropriations for
the CFTC expired in 1994. An authoriza-
tion for appropriations through fiscal
year 2000 is necessary to continue or-
derly funding of the Commission and
support for its activities.

The CFTC is a small agency with an
important mission—protecting the in-
tegrity and effective functioning of our
Nation’s futures markets. The volume
of commodity futures and options con-
tracts traded on the Nation’s commod-
ity exchanges exceeded half a billion
transactions last year. Since 1974, the
year Congress created the CFTC, trad-
ing on U.S. futures exchanges has in-
creased by more than 1,500 percent. The
pricing and hedging functions of these
markets are vital to our economic
well-being.

The last reauthorization of the agen-
cy occurred only 2 years ago with pas-
sage of the 1992 Futures Trading Prac-
tices Act [FTPA]. Passage of that bill
was one of the outstanding achieve-
ments of the Agriculture Committee
during my tenure as chairman. The
FTPA was the toughest, proconsumer
futures reform package in a genera-
tion.

The 1992 reforms are the right course
for the CFTC and the exchanges to pur-
sue. I am pleased that all witnesses and
committee members agreed at the Jan-
uary 26 hearing that no changes to the
FPTA are necessary at this time.

The Agriculture Committee will con-
tinue its careful oversight of the Com-
mission and the exchanges. Compliance
with the enhanced audit trail standard
and developments in derivatives mar-
kets will receive my close attention.

I expect the exchanges and the CFTC
to work diligently to complete the 1992
reforms on a timely basis. With the
leadership of the Commission’s new
Chairman, Mary Schapiro, I am con-
fident this will happen.

So the bill (S. 178) was deemed to
have been read three times and passed,
as follows:

S. 178

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘CFTC Reau-
thorization Act of 1995’’.
SEC. 2. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

Section 12(d) of the Commodity Exchange
Act (7 U.S.C. 16(d)) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(d) There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums as are necessary to carry
out this Act for each of fiscal years 1995
through 2000.’’.

U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
PRIORITIES IN AFRICA

Mrs. KASSEBAUM. Mr. President, I
recently received a copy of a speech de-
livered February 3 by Brian Atwood,
Director of the Agency for Inter-
national Development. He outlines sev-
eral thoughts on directions for U.S. as-
sistance in Africa.

In light of the current debate over
U.S. foreign assistance programs in
general, and particularly in Africa, I
thought my colleagues would find Mr.
Atwood’s comments useful. I ask that
the text of Mr. Atwood’s remarks be in-
cluded in the RECORD at this point.

There being no objection, the re-
marks were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

REMARKS OF J. BRIAN ATWOOD, SUMMIT ON
AFRICA AID

I am pleased to be with you today as Presi-
dent Clinton’s representative. I understand
that the President has issued a statement
that was shared with you. As you heard, it
underscores the abiding commitment of this
Administration to Africa.

From time to time American ballot boxes
produce what are called revolutions. We
know about the revolution sparked by the
Voting Rights Act. Franklin Roosevelt’s
election created a revolution. So did Ronald
Reagan’s.

We are in the early stages of a revolution
in Washington today. And, as in every other
time in our history, good can emerge from
the changes this revolution brings.

Congressional reform—the streamlining of
the institution, the increased transparency,
open rules—this is all long overdue. A Gore-
Gingrich collaboration to reinvent govern-
ment is something the American people wel-
come. This is not politics-as-usual, and it
can produce positive change.

But in the fervor that accompanies the
early stages of a revolution, incautious posi-
tions are often asserted. At the least, before
such positions become the accepted wisdom,
someone must challenge them, civilly, but
forcefully. That is the only way we can keep
revolution on a healthy course. Indeed, that
is the way mandates for change are inter-
preted and given real meaning.

A case in point is the assertion that we
have no national interests in Africa. That we
must reduce or eliminate development as-
sistance to that continent. That Africa has
neither geopolitical importance for the Unit-
ed States nor economic value.

With all the force we can muster, we say:
That is just plain wrong.

Let’s examine the question objectively.
For just a moment, let’s leave out America’s
humanitarian values. Let’s put aside our his-
toric ties to Africa. Let’s forget sentimental-
ity. Instead, let’s talk about hard economic
facts and markets and sales. Let’s ask our-
selves: is Africa worth the investment? Is a
continent of half a billion people worth one-
half of one-tenth of one percent of the fed-
eral budget, which is what we now spend on
it? Is the three dollars and change that each
American family pays each year to help sev-
eral dozen sub-Saharan nations a burden
worth the price?

Of course it is. It is not welfare, nor is it
charity. It is an investment we make in
other people for our own self-interest.

How do we build markets? The answer is
simple: we do it by making investments for
the future. That is what vision is all about.
That is what practical reality teaches us,
too. If we want to talk economic rationales,
then we must look at Africa as the last great
developing market. We must look at it the

way we looked at Latin America and Asia a
generation ago.

Consider Latin America; today it is the
fastest growing market for American goods.
This is a huge new middle class market of 350
million people. It got that way because of in-
vestments made during the last forty years—
$30.7 billion in economic assistance from the
United States between 1949 and 1993. Yet our
exports to all of Latin America in 1993 alone
were more than two-and-a-half times that
amount—$78 billion. Quite a payoff in jobs
and income, and that was just one year. And
the Latin American market is likely to grow
three times larger in the next decade.

Where would we be if John F. Kennedy,
Lyndon Johnson and Richard Nixon had not
committed themselves to the Alliance for
Progress and the education programs that
helped create a generation of economists and
technicians who now lead South America’s
impressive growth? What kind of customers
would we have if we had not supported
health and education programs that invested
in the human capital of Latin America, an
investment that now is producing an edu-
cated, healthy workforce that can afford to
buy our goods and services? What kind of
stability would we have in this market if we
had not supported democracy-building pro-
grams that have made military juntas and
coups a thing of the past?

It is an interesting exercise to compare
sub-Saharan Africa today to three of the
newest ‘‘Asian Tigers’’—Malaysia, Indonesia,
and Thailand—as they were in 1960: African
per capita income is today 80% of what it
was in Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand 35
years ago. But Africa today has four times
the number of people Malaysia, Indonesia,
and Thailand had in 1960. Think of the poten-
tial of this African market, even at its cur-
rent stage of development.

The bottom line is that Africa today is not
significantly behind where the ‘‘Asian Ti-
gers’’ were in 1960. In the three decades
since, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Thailand
substantially reduced poverty, their rates of
population growth, infant mortality, and il-
literacy. These countries are now major
players in the world economy. We believe Af-
rica can do as well.

The doubters should not just look at Afri-
ca’s potential; the market is already signifi-
cant, and like other developing markets, it is
growing far faster than our markets in Eu-
rope. In 1992, sub-Saharan Africa imported
$63 billion worth of merchandise from the
world. African imports have risen by around
7.0% per year for the past decade. At this
rate, the African market would amount to
$480 billion by the year 2025. That is approxi-
mately $267 billion in today’s dollars.

The U.S. currently accounts for nearly 10%
of the African market. Do the arithmetic.
Each American family now spends about $3
annually on aid to Africa. At current growth
rates, that will produce something like $50
billion worth of American exports to Africa
each year in 30 years. In 2025, the U.S. is pro-
jected to have a population of 320 million.
Again, do the arithmetic. $50 billion worth of
exports would work out to about $600 worth
of exports per family, annually, in 2025. And
that is if Africa’s growth remains at its cur-
rent level; if we make the investments Afri-
ca needs, and if African nations implement
the kind of policies that have benefitted Asia
and Latin America, the return for each
American family in thirty years could be as
much as $2000 per year.

These are not trivial amounts. They rep-
resent millions of jobs for our children finan-
cial health for our nation.

Isn’t Africa worth the investments now
that we made in Asia and Latin America?
Those who argue against such investments
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